Recent research suggests that children's linguistic competence may play a central role in establishing social acceptance. That possibility was evaluated by examining children's peer relationships in a preschool classroom attended by children with varying degrees of communication ability. Three groups of children were compared: children with normally developing language skills (ND), children with speech and/or language impairments (S/LI), and children learning English as a second language (ESL). Two sociometric tasks were used to measure peer popularity: positive nominations and negative nominations. Children in the ND group received more positive nominations than the children in either the ESL or S/LI groups. When the children's positive and negative nominations were combined to classify them as Liked, Disliked, Low Impact, or Mixed, the ND children predominated in the Uked cell, whereas the other two groups of children fell into the Disliked or Low Impact cells. In addition, the PPVT-R, a receptive measure of single-word vocabulary, was found to be the best predictor of peer popularity. The findings are discussed in terms of a social consequences account of language limitations.
The purpose of the present study was to explore the relationship between children's ability to use language skillfully and their acceptance among peers. Howes (1983) suggested that complex social interaction skills are learned best in stable dyads and that social skills develop within a friendship relationship. If this is the case, then securing and maintaining mutual friendships early in a child's life is important. During their preschool years, children begin to differentiate between friends and playmates (Howes, 1988) . Preschool friends, as compared to playmates, become more responsive in conversation and begin to exchange more positive and less negative behaviors during interactions. However, the friendship will not mature if one child is not accepted by another. There are various reasons why children are not accepted by their peers. One reason may be that they are unable to use language effectively. Preschoolers use their communicative competence to make friends. Thus, if children exhibit poor communicative competence, they will often be denied access to their peer group (Howes, 1988) . It has also been found that these children tend to become less positive in their affect with peers over time (Howes, 1988) .
There is growing recognition that young children with language impairment are at special risk for failure to develop social interactions with their peers (cf. Brinton & Fujiki, 1993; Craig, 1993; Gallagher, 1991 Gallagher, , 1993 . The close association between children's linguistic competence and their patterns of peer interaction is demonstrated in a series of studies carried out in preschool classrooms Rice, 1993; Rice, Sell, & Hadley, 1991) . Rice and her colleagues demonstrated that the children who were sought out as preferred conversational partners in an integrated preschool setting were generally those with normally developing language skills rather than children with speech and language impairments or those learning English as a second language. In addition, the children with limited language abilities were more likely to initiate verbal interactions with adults than with normally developing peers. Rice (1993) argues that children with limited language abilities encounter a number of social consequences. One consequence is that they are not fully incorporated into peer interactions, a conclusion supported by converging evidence from a number of studies (e.g., Craig & Washington, 1993) . Extending this perspective, it is reasonable to predict that adjustments in conversational interactions could also be associated with social status in the peer group. Children who are less able to engage peers in conversational interactions are less well-equipped with the crucial skills necessary to transform social relationships into friendships.
A connection between children's discourse abilities and their peer popularity has been established for normally developing children (Black & Hazen, 1990; Hazen & Black, 1989; Place & Becker, 1991) . This connection has yet to be demonstrated for children whose only developmental deficit is speech and/or language impairment(s). That is the topic of the study reported here. In this introduction, a selective review of the normative literature is provided, followed by a summary of related findings reported for children with cognitive deficits. The latter sample is of interest because these youngsters also demonstrate communication deficits. At the same time, the multiplicity of their limitations does not allow for a clear connection between social status and communication limitations. What is needed is evidence from children whose cognitive and social functioning is relatively intact but whose communication skills are not. Finally, there is a short section reporting on children's attitudes toward their peers who have speech problems. Although this information is not direct evidence for low peer status, it does support the idea that children's peers are sensitive to communication skills and tend to regard deviations from normative expectations in a negative manner. In the three sections to follow, in the interest of brevity a few studies are discussed that are representative of larger bodies of work. Readers interested in a more comprehensive review of these topics can consult these references for related studies. Hazen and Black (1989) investigated the relationship between social status and discourse skills in normally developing preschool children. Each child in the classroom received a Liked or Disliked score based on the combination of positive and negative nominations he or she received. Results indicated that socially accepted children had better skills than less accepted children for initiating, maintaining, and reinitiating coherent discourse across interaction contexts. In a similar study, Black and Hazen (1990) studied the responsiveness of liked and disliked preschoolers to familiar and unfamiliar peers. The results of this study indicated that disliked children made more irrelevant comments, were less responsive, and were less likely to clearly direct their initiations to both familiar and unfamiliar peers as compared to their liked counterparts.
Social Status and Discourse Skills in Normally Developing Children
Similarly, Place and Becker (1991) conducted a study using a rating scale methodology that examined the impact of pragmatic skills on likability. Pragmatic skills refer to the appropriate use of language in social contexts. In this study, third and fourth grade girls were asked to listen to four tape recordings of a 10-year-old girl simulating an interaction episode with a librarian. In each recorded scenario, the girl appropriately or inappropriately used four different pragmatic skills. The girl was judged as more likeable and described more positively when she displayed pragmatic competence than when she displayed inappropriate pragmatic behaviors such as requesting inappropriately, interrupting, or failing to maintain the logic of the conversation.
Communicative Competence and Popularity

Status in Children with Cognitive Deficits
Studies assessing communicative competence and popularity status have also been conducted with children with various handicapping conditions (Guralnick, 1981; Hemphill & Siperstein, 1990) . These studies support the notion that communication handicaps parallel limited socioverbal interactions and judgments of social immaturity.
For example, Guralnick (1981) studied the peer relations in mainstreamed playgroups of preschoolers with and without cognitive deficits. Results of this study indicated that the children with cognitive deficits communicated less effectively and were not as well accepted as their peers without such deficits. Not surprisingly then, it was found that the children with cognitive limitations and the children without such limitations tended to form polarized social networks. Guralnick (1981) concluded that "handicapped children were perceived as being of lower status and are treated accordingly" (p. 287). Exactly why the children with cognitive deficits had difficulty with social skills is unclear. The social interaction differences may be related to these children's cognitive or social skills deficits, physical appearance, and/or their particular limitations with interactive speech and language skills. Hemphill and Siperstein (1990) investigated the relationship between the conversational competence of children with mild cognitive limitations and their acceptance by regular education students. The regularly educated elementary school students were asked to watch a videotape in which children with mild cognitive deficits displayed either skill or lack of skill at conversational management. The students responded more favorably as measured by a descriptive questionnaire and two bipolar scales when the children with cognitive deficits displayed skilled conversational management.
Attitudes Toward Children and Adults with Speech and Language Impairment
Crowe Hall (1991) researched the social implications of having even a mild articulation disorder in the elementary years. Her study involved using a semantic differential to assess the attitudes of fourth and sixth graders toward their videotaped fifth grade peers with (a) normal articulation, (b) articulation errors on /r/, and (c) articulation errors on /s/ and /z/. The results revealed that the normal speakers received more positive attitude judgments than did the speakers with articulatory errors. Thus even relatively mild articulation errors can affect the popularity and peer acceptance of elementary-age children.
The previous studies, then, document that discourse abilities are associated with peer status for young normally developing children and, plausibly, for children with cognitive deficits as well. Furthermore, relatively mild speech problems influence the peer judgments of elementary-age children. Although these findings are consistent with the prediction that children with speech and language impairments are at risk for failure to develop peer friendships, they do not directly establish that connection. In this study, the relationship between linguistic competence and social status was examined for three groups of children enrolled in a mainstreamed preschool classroom: children who are developing language normally (henceforth referred to as ND), children with speech and/or language impairments (S/LI) and those learning English as a second language (ESL). Of particular interest were the following questions: Are there differences among the three groups of children in peer status? and Do measures of language ability predict peer status, after controlling for chronological age and intelligence? It was predicted that children with better speech and language skills (the ND group) would enjoy higher peer status than the children with limited speech and language skills (the S/LI and ESL groups), and that language measures would predict peer status.
Method
Subjects
The subjects were 31 children, 19 males and 12 females, who were enrolled in the Language Acquisition Preschool (LAP) located at the University of Kansas. Sixteen children were enrolled in the morning class and 15 in the afternoon class. None of the children had physical or visual handicaps. All children had normal hearing abilities as determined by regular hearing screenings conducted by the certified staff audiologist. Hearing was screened at 20 dB HL (ANSI, 1970) at 250, 500, 1000, 2000 and 4000 Hz in both the right and left ears. All but two of the children demonstrated average or above average intelligence as determined by the Processing Composite of the Kaufman Assessment Battery for Children (KABC) (Kaufman & Kaufman, 1983) . The two exceptions were sisters whom the clinical staff regarded as demonstrating S/LI status. One sister scored 78 on the Kaufman Processing Composite and the other scored 58 on the same test. Because this study examined friendship patterns in preschool classrooms, these children were included as subjects, even though their Kaufman scores were lower than those of the other children with speech and/or language disorders.
At the time of initial enrollment, children were placed in one of three language status groups. Placement was determined according to each child's performance on a battery of tests and descriptive language measures 1 : (a) children developing language normally (ND), (b) children with speech and/or language disorders (S/LI) (cf. Rice & Wilcox, in press) , and (c) children learning English as a second language (ESL). The language measures in the test battery included the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-Revised (PPVT-R; Dunn & Dunn, 1981) , the Reynell Developmental Language ScalesRevised (Reynell & Gruber, 1990) , the Goldman-Fristoe Test of Articulation (GFTA; Goldman & Fristoe, 1986) , and a spontaneous language sample used to obtain a mean length of utterance (MLU) and determine mastery of age-appropriate grammatical morphemes.
Children classified as normal-language models were required to score within normal limits on all standardized measures, possess an MLU within the predicted range for chronological age (Miller, 1981) , and use age-appropriate grammatical morphemes (de Villiers & de Villiers, 1973) . Upon initial enrollment in LAP, children in the S/LI group were required to meet two or more of the following criteria: (a) score one or more standard deviations below the mean on the PPVT-R, (b) score one or more standard deviations below the mean on the receptive and/or expressive portions of the Reynell; (c) possess an MLU one or more standard deviations below the mean for chronological age (Miller, 1981) , (d) lack mastery of at least two age-appropriate grammatical morphemes (de Villiers & de Villiers, 1973) , and (e) score below the 16th percentile on the GFTA. In addition, children scoring below the 16th percentile on the GFTA with significantly limited intelligibility in conversational speech were also enrolled, regardless of their language abilities. Only one child in this study, S/LI-12, was enrolled based on this criterion.
Standardized measures of speech and language development obtained within 1 month of the sociometric data collection are reported in Table 1 . It is important to note that between initial enrollment and the time of the sociometric data collection, two children in the S/LI group had made considerable gains in their speech and language abilities. The intelligibility of the child previously mentioned, S/LI-12, currently scored at the 15th percentile on the GFTA. A second child, S/LI-8, was now scoring within normal limits on all measures of language development. However, a number of speech sound substitutions remained. He scored at the 4th percentile on the GFTA, although these errors did not adversely affect his overall intelligibility. Despite the current communicative status of these children, they were retained in the S/LI group because of their history of communicative difficulties. Whereas friendship patterns may be established within a period of a few months, it is possible that, once established, these patterns may be relatively resistant to change (cf. Denham & Holt, 1993) . Thus, it is likely that the communicative histories of these children could influence their peer status. ' These classifications are for the purpose of LAP clinical documentation records only. The children were never grouped in this way in the classroom. There was no pull-out treatment, and no time when the children were grouped by language ability for classroom activities.
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The ESL children were generally drawn from families who had recently moved to the U.S. for the purpose of higher education. Typically, one or both parents were enrolled in advanced graduate study. The children were selected to be as young as possible at the time of initial enrollment with no previous exposure to the English language. There was one exception to these enrollment criteria. A hearing child of deaf parents, ESL-3, was enrolled in the preschool because of her unique oral language learning needs. Her first language was American Sign Language (ASL). The other children's native languages included Chinese, Spanish, Farsi, Korean, and Portuguese. Normal first language acquisition was confirmed by parent report. Singletons or firstborn ESL children were preferred so that school-age siblings did not affect language learning. All ESL children tested within the normal range of intelligence on the KABC. Testing was conducted in the children's native language. There was considerable variability in English skills across the 10 ESL children, as a consequence of variable amount of time enrolled in the preschool. Five of the children could be described as demonstrating relatively average receptive and expressive language abilities at the time of the study, that is, standard scores were within 1 1/2 standard deviations of the mean on both the receptive and expressive portions of the Reynell (Receptive range = 78 to 96; Expressive range = 85 to 102). In contrast, the other five ESL children had receptive and expressive language skills two or more standard deviations below the mean (Receptive range = 63 to 69; Expressive range = 63 to 64). Importantly, a comparison of the children's raw scores on these measures revealed the same division.
Of the 31 children, 9 were in the ND group, 10 were ESL children, and 12 were in the S/LI group. The children ranged in age from 43 to 70 months with mean ages (and standard deviations) for each group as follows: ND, M = 59.2 (8.53); S/LI, M = 56.0 (7.60); ESL, M = 53.5 (6.74). There were no statistically significant differences between the groups as a function of age [F(2, 28) = 1.33, p > .05]. Both morning and afternoon classes contained approximately an equal number from each of the three groups.
Procedures
Positive and negative nomination measures, following Black and Hazen (1990) and Hazen and Black (1989) were administered to both the morning and afternoon classes.
Each child (i.e., rater) was taken individually into a small room near the LAP classroom. To familiarize children with the procedures of the test, they first participated in an orientation activity to acclimate them to the requirements of each sociometric task. The orientation procedures simulated the actual sociometric task. This familiarization process was intended to ensure the validity of the child's responses. Several pictures of various types of food were laid out on the table in the testing room. The child was asked to point to the kind of food he or she liked to eat. Subsequently, the selected picture was removed from the selection choices. This procedure was repeated two more times. Thus, children chose three types of food they liked to eat. Next, without returning the "liked" food pictures to the array, the child was asked to point to three kinds of food he or she didn't like to eat. Similarly, the selected pictures were removed from the selection choices and the question repeated two more times.
After the orientation activity, the examiner displayed photographs of all the children in the rater's classroom. The rater was asked to name each of his/her classmates after the examiner pointed to a child's picture. This refreshed the rater's memory and ensured that he/she attended to all of the photographs giving each classmate an equal chance of being nominated. The aforementioned procedure was included because, during the piloting phase of this study, it was found that not all of the children, particularly the children with S/LI, knew the names of all their classmates.
The examiner began the procedure by instructing the rater to "Point to the picture of who you like to play with in dramatic play." "Dramatic play" is an activity in the LAP classroom where the children can participate in role play and imaginary play. During this activity, children are free to choose their play partners and their conversational partners. This specific referent was included to introduce the same social context to all child raters in order to reduce the possibility that variability in ratings would be attributable to variability in imagined social contexts. After the child pointed to the picture, the examiner removed that picture from the array. Then, the examiner repeated the positive question two more times by asking the rater, "Who else do you like to play with in dramatic play?" Thus, each rater selected a total of three liked classmates.
Without returning the positively nominated pictures to the array, the examiner continued the procedure by requesting, "Now, point to who you do not like to play with." After the child pointed to the picture, the examiner removed that picture from the selection spread. The examiner repeated the negative question two more times by asking the rater, "Who else don't you like to play with?" At the end of the procedure, a grand total of six pictures had been removed from the array. Consequently, it was impossible for a child to be nominated both positively and negatively. The child's positive and negative responses were documented on a summary sheet.
Results
The first set of analyses addressed the question of whether or not there was a difference between the three groups of children on any of the sociometric measures. The sociometric tasks yielded two peer nomination measures based on the total number of nominations received. That is, each nomination was scored with a numerical rating of "1." The nominations were not weighted according to the order in which the children were chosen. The total number of positive nominations and the total number of negative nominations were each summed yielding two summary measures, POSNOM and NEGNOM, respectively. Group means were computed by summing the total number of nominations each child received and dividing by the number of children in each language group. For example, the POSNOM mean for the children in the ND group was 4.22. This indicated that, on average, each ND child was positively nominated by approximately 4 of his or her 14 or 15 classmates.
Two one-way univariate analyses of variance (ANOVA) were conducted to test for differences between the three group means (ND, S/LI, ESL) on each sociometric measure. The group means and standard deviations for each measure are reported in Table 2 . The POSNOM means for the children in the ND, S/LI, and ESL groups were 4.22, 2.33, and 2.60, respectively. The NEGNOM means for the aforementioned groups of children were 1.78, 3.58, and 3.40. Thus, a mean score of 3.40 indicates that each child in the ESL group was selected for negative nominations an average of 3.40 times. The ANOVAs revealed that group differences were statistically significant for the positive nomination measure only [F(2,28) = 4.55, p < .05]. Post-hoc Schefft pairwise comparisons revealed that the ND children received more positive nominations than either the children in the ESL or S/LI groups. Group differences for the negative nomination were not significant, although differences in the mean scores were in the predicted direction.
To further examine the relationship between language abilities and peer preferences, the two children with more limited intellectual abilities (i.e., S/LI-3 and S/LI-4) and the two S/LI children with age-appropriate language abilities (i.e., S/LI-8 and S/LI-12) were removed and the analysis was repeated. It should be noted that although the nominations these children received were removed from the data, the nominations they provided for their peers could not be dropped. When these children were eliminated, the mean positive nomination measure for the S/LI group was reduced (M = 2.00, SD = 1.07) and the mean negative nomination was increased (M = 4.13, SD = 2.42). Although this strategy provides stronger evidence for the relationship between communication abilities and peer status, it comes at the Negative Nomination Z-Score FIGURE 1. Soclomric status groups.
expense of decreasing our S/1-1 sample by 33%. Thus, we preferred to retain these children in the remaining analyses, acknowledging that a history of communication limitations as well as cognitive limitations may also influence current levels of peer status in the classroom. Following the strategy of Hazen and Black (1989) , it is informative to reconfigure the nomination measures according to a 2 x 2 classification system wherein the children are placed in one of four social status groups (see Figure 1) . To do this, the children's raw scores were converted to z-scores for each measure, following the procedures of Black and Hazen (1 990). The four status groups can be regarded, conceptually, as children whose status is Liked, Disliked, of Low Impact, or of a Mixed profile. The Liked group is composed of those children who received a POSNOM z-score greater than zero and a NEGNOM z-score less than zero. Conversely, the children placed in the Disliked group received a POSNOM z-score less than zero and a NEGNOM z-score greater than zero. The children found in the Low Impact group are those whose POSNOM and NEGNOM z-scores were both less than zero. Hence, Low Impact children can be thought of as those who are not conspicuously liked, but are not obviously disliked either. Accordingly then, these children are often characteristic of a more "neglected" or "overlooked" group. And lastly, the children whose POSNOM and NEGNOM z-scores were both greater than zero were assigned to the Mixed status group. Mixed children are those who are more controversial in nature, meaning they may receive a high number of both positive and negative nominations. Thus, these children tend to acquire polarized degrees of social stature. In other words, they are usually either clearly liked by some peers or blatantly disliked by others.
The distribution among the four social status groups revealed that the ND group had the highest representation in the Liked Cell. In fact, five of the six ND children received a positive nomination score that was significantly above the classroom averages (i.e., POSNOM Z-score > 1.00). Moreover, those children who were not in the Liked cell all fell within the average range of positive nominations. That is, none of the children in the ND group had POSNOM Z-scores below -0.59. In contrast, only one child in the S/LI group was clearly placed in the Liked cell. This child, S/LI-8, had the strongest expressive language scores in the S/LI language group (refer to Table 1 ). Ten of the 12 children in the S/LI group and 8 of the 10 children in the ESL group received an average number of positive nominations (i.e., POSNOM Z-score between -1.00 and 1.00). Thus, the majority of the children in these groups were distributed in a band along the horizontal axis with relatively neutral negative nomination Z-scores as well. Only five children fell below the average range of peer popularity. Two S/LI children, S/LI-1 and S/LI-11, were clearly Disliked, receiving significantly fewer positive nominations and more negative nominations than their peers. The third child, S/LI-3, was nominated positively by only one peer; however, no one identified her as a child peers disliked playing with. The two ESL children who received significantly fewer positive nominations, ESL-4 and ESL-6, both were among the ESL subgroup with limited English proficiency, who scored two or more standard deviations below the mean on all English standardized tests.
The second research question addressed the notion that there are, perhaps, factors in addition to a child's language competency that contribute to social status. It was postulated that his or her age or IQ could also play a role. Within this sample, the children's ages ranged from 43 to 70 months. Within such a preschool group, it might be expected that older children would have an advantage for social status. In a similar fashion, a relatively wide range of intelligence levels was evident in the sample, with scores ranging from 58 to 136. Although there is not a clear prediction to be drawn from the normative literature, it is plausible that children with higher IQs may have a social advantage. To investigate the relationship between the children's sociometric data and their chronological age, IQ, and language abilities, the LAP database containing the age and all the test scores for each child was used. The language tests of interest were the PPVT-R, the receptive (REY-REC) and expressive (REY-EXP) language portions of the Reynell Developmental Language Scales-Revised, the GFTA and the processing composite (KABC-PRC) of the Kaufman Assessment Battery for Children, which is regarded by the test developers to be the preferred single measure of intelligence for this test (Kaufman & Kaufman, 1983) . This battery of tests yields standardized measures of receptive and expressive language abilities, articulation skills, and intelligence.
To investigate the relationship between the aforementioned variables and peer preference, the correlations between the POSNOM and NEGNOM scores with age, IQ, and the individual speech and language scores were examined (see Table 3 ). Results of the correlational analyses revealed that POSNOM was moderately positively correlated with age, PPVT-R, REY-REC, REY-EXP, and GFTA (range r = .44 to It is important to note that GFTA scores were not available for the ESL children. Therefore, the GFTA correlation was computed with the ND and S/LI groups only. In summary, the children's positive nomination total was moderately correlated with chronological age, measures of receptive and expressive language skills, and articulation ability. The negative nomination total was correlated with children's articulation ability only. A moderate negative intercorrelation was also apparent between POSNOM and NEGNOM (r = -.50, p < .01). This suggests that these two measures tapped into the same construct as they allowed the children to reflect on the cumulative effect of both the positive and negative experiences the children had had with their classmates throughout the year.
Multiple regression analyses were conducted to determine the relative contribution of age, IQ, and language skills in predicting the observed variance in POSNOM scores. Because none of the variables were significant predictors of NEGTOT, regression analyses were not conducted with that variable. The variables entered in the analyses were age, KABC-PRC, PPVT-R, REY-REC, and REY-EXP. Raw scores were used for the language measures to adjust for the language differences among children of varying ages with similar standard scores. The GFTA scores were not entered because they were not available for the ESL children and without these children the total number of subjects would have been unacceptably low.
In an initial analysis utilizing stepwise variable selection, PPVT-R was the single best predictor of positive nominations [R 2 = .35, F(1, 29) = 15.36, p < .001; see Table 4 ]. To further evaluate the independent contributions of language ability to social status, when controlling for age and IQ, two additional regression analyses were conducted, alternating the order of forced entry of the predictor variables. When age and IQ were entered simultaneously, they accounted for 25% of the variance in total positive nominations [R 2 = .25, F(2, 27) = 4.74, p < .05]. However, two language measures accounted for unique variance in the positive nomination measure. PPVT-R and Reynell-Expressive accounted for an additional 12% and 9% of the variance, respectively, when 
entered on
Step 2 (or 10% and 7% of the variance after adjusting for the degrees of freedom; see Table 4 ). It is important to note that the variance in these two measures overlapped considerably, in that once one of these variables was entered, the remaining language measures did not contribute any unique variance to the explanation of the positive nomination measure. On the other hand, when the three language measures were entered simultaneously, they accounted for 38% of the variance in positive nominations [R 2 = .38, F(3, 27) = 5.58, p < .01]. Age and IQ did not provide a significant unique contribution to the variance in positive nominations beyond that contributed by the language measures. Considered as a set, the regression analyses indicated that, in this small sample, language ability contributed significantly to the observed variability in the children's social status, and did so independent of age or IQ level. Although these findings are congruent with the line of interpretation explored here, it must also be noted that a single sample regression analysis, especially with a small sample size, needs to be supported with other samples before one can conclude that the general model holds.
Discussion
The results of this investigation indicate that limited language ability is associated with lower levels of social acceptance among peers. The children with language limitations were the least likely to be identified as preferred peer playmates, at least when the verbally demanding activity of dramatic play was used as the context to elicit peer nominations. Furthermore, in this sample of children, language ability was a better predictor of peer status than age or intelligence. These findings suggest that communication abilities must be carefully considered in any attempt to explicate the formation of peer relationships. Children with communication limitations are less well equipped to use language to establish and maintain friendships in early childhood than are children with normally developing language.
The mean scores on the positive nomination measure indicated that the children in the ND group were liked more than the children in the ESL or S/LI groups. Furthermore, only three children, all with normally developing language abilities, achieved above-average popularity as indicated by a clear placement in the Liked cell of Black and Hazen's (1990) social status chart above one standard deviation on the positive dimension and below one standard deviation on the negative dimension. In contrast, only three children appeared to be overtly disliked by their classmates, two from the S/LI group and one from the ESL group.
In the group comparisons of this study, it is possible to consider whether or not subtle social deficits of a group of children contribute to lower peer status. For example, if the S/LI children were somehow less motivated to interact with peers or less able to negotiate peer group entry because of limitations in social competence (cf. Craig & Washington, 1993) , they could conceivably score lower than the ESL group. Thus, the ESL children provide an important comparison group in this regard. These children are normal language learners with average to above-average intelligence, whose parents are highly educated and encouraging of their children's development. Although these youngsters' backgrounds are ethnically diverse, there is no reason to believe that they have intrinsic deficits in social competence, such as low motivation for peer interaction, that would contribute to their low peer status. Instead, the equivalent peer status of the ESL and S/LI groups implicates the shared characteristic, that of limited communicative competence. Ethnic influences are also ruled out as key determinants of low status in this setting, in that the S/LI group did not demonstrate the ethnic diversity of the ESL group. Further implication of the role of communicative competence is noted if the English proficiency of the ESL group is taken into consideration. If the ESL children are divided into subgroups on the basis of English proficiency, the mean scores on the positive nomination are clearly related to English proficiency. The mean rating for the five children in the High English proficiency group was 3.00 (cf. ND group mean = 4.22) and for the Low proficiency group, 2.20 (cf. S/LI group mean = 2.33). In the setting observed in this study, and with this sample of ESL children, communication limitations seem to be the common factor for low peer status.
It is important to note that this line of interpretation does presuppose a certain distinction between social and linguistic competence. This can be confusing with regard to the cultural influences that are also inextricably operative in the case of children from different cultures. They do, of course, bring their cultural expectations with them, and many of those expectations include conventions for verbal interaction, such as the timing and form of initiations. In this sense, then, sociocultural and linguistic competencies are intimately interrelated, and likely to vary across cultural groups. Recall that in LAP, the children have diverse cultural backgrounds, so one could expect diversity among the ESL children's peer status, to the extent that culturally driven factors exert a strong influence on peer status. On the other hand, at another level of social cognition, there are similarities across children that seem to be less tightly tied to verbal or, arguably, cultural conventions. These include such basic things as an interest in playing and interacting with other children, understanding the daily schedule of activities in a preschool classroom, knowing the local rules for sharing toys and carrying out play activities, understanding the communicative intent underlying other children's verbal behavior, and appreciating the fact that verbal interactions are operative for meeting social needs, such as negotiating for toy objects or organizing favorite activities.
In the case of S/LI children, their lack of verbal interactions with peers could seem to be related to a lack of appreciation for such fundamental social insights. This level of basic social cognition is not, however, thought to be unavailable to ESL children (although they do certainly have to learn the local classroom "culture" for carrying out social interactions). What we believe is that both groups of children have the fundamental levels of social cognition necessary for the social underpinnings of peer relationships, and that the groups are also similar in their limited control of the formal linguistic system of English. The two groups are also alike in their low social status among their peers. This, to our way of thinking, points in the direction of verbal ability as a mediator of peer status. It is, at the same time, impossible to rule out the nonparsimonious possibility that the low peer status of the two groups derives from different sources, such that the ESL children experienced social difficulties because of cul- turally mediated adjustments in their interactions with peers, adjustments that operated in a way that had a similar impact irrespective of the diversity in cultural backgrounds.
What we wish to emphasize here is that there is value in differentiating among fundamental levels of children's social cognition that are necessary for the foundation of peer relationships, levels of acquisition of the formal linguistic codes that are sufficient for the development of verbal interactions among peers, and an awareness of the sociocultural conventions that govern the operation of the first two levels. There is no doubt that all three are closely associated as children develop their peer relationships. What we wish to highlight is the potentially important role of the linguistic system, and the need to identify ways in which children's linguistic competencies influence their social development.
Another way to approach the findings is with regard to mutual friendships. As noted in the introduction, children's friendships serve as important incubators for the development of social skills. In order to learn about the mutual friendships evident in these groups of children, the data were inspected for the pairs of children who nominated each other as friends. The number of mutual friends by group is reported in Table 5 . It is clear that children with speech/language impairments are more likely to lack reciprocal friendships than children in the other groups. Only one child in the S/LI group had more than one mutual friend, and in this case the families of the children were known to socialize together outside of class. On the other hand, four of the S/LI children were without any mutual friendships.
Among the children in the S/LI group, general receptive language appeared to be a discriminating factor between the individuals who fared well in regard to social acceptance and those who did not. Despite speech and expressive language limitations, children with age-appropriate receptive skills received fewer negative nominations than average (Negative Z-score < 0). On the other hand, the children with significant receptive language deficits (see Table 1 ) received more (or the average number of) negative nominations, with only one exception (i.e., S/LI-5). Thus, the profile of speech/language impairment seemed to play a role in peer relationships.
The finding that receptive language abilities differentiated among children within the S/LI group accords well with other studies that have examined social-conversational skills in this population. Craig and Evans (1989) identified differences in appropriate turn exchange behaviors for children with differing receptive and expressive profiles. Similarly, Craig and Washington (1993) found receptive language abilities to be a critical factor influencing children's success in joining the ongoing play of two peers. In their study, three of the five children with specific language impairment did not gain access into the peers' play. Receptive language deficits differentiated between those children who achieved access and those who did not. One reason for the lower social status evident among the children with limited receptive abilities in this study may be that they had difficulty in joining the ongoing group play in the LAP classroom.
The fact that the children who had speech impairments only were found on the border between the Liked and Low Impact cells and not in the Disliked cell does not align completely with the literature suggesting that children with speech impairments are less popular than their peers who have normal articulation skills (Crowe Hall, 1991; Madison, 1992; Silverman & Falk, 1992) . The difference in findings may be attributable to age differences in the samples observed, in that the children were of school age and older in the studies that found a negative social status for speech impairments. This might suggest that school-age and older children with speech impairments may encounter more negative attitudes from their peers than is the case for children of preschool age. One explanation for these differences may be that many preschool-age children have not yet mastered an adult-like phonological system. Thus, children's developmentally appropriate speech sound substitutions (and even more excessive use of phonological simplifications in the case of S/LI-7), did not influence the negative nominations. In this study, as long as receptive language skills were intact, children with both mild and severe articulation problems were liked by their peers.
There is one interesting finding that suggests that peer status may be affected by some fairly discrete consequences of limited language skill. It was noted during data collection that some of the children were unable to name a few or several of their peers even though data were collected toward the end of the school year. In particular, those children with speech and/or language impairments were less likely to know the names of their peers. The more unfamiliar names of the ESL children and the names of the quiet, more passive children seemed to be the names that were most difficult for these children to remember. But the fact that a child did not know a peer's name did not mean he or she would not pick the peer as someone the child liked, or even did not like, to play with. What is suggested is that the inability to address someone by name could have implications for being liked by one's peers. Children who can use proper names have a better chance of establishing joint attention and interpersonal focus than those children who have only "hey, you" or other awkward social devices at their disposal. Such small social gestures could influence children's likability.
Although it is the argument of this study that language limitations can significantly and negatively influence a child's popularity rating, and do so to some interesting extent independent of age, it is also possible that factors not measured in this study may have a profound effect on how well liked a child is by his or her peers. For instance, personality traits surely play a role in a child's popularity. Denham and Holt (1993) report that for preschool children the qualities of friendliness, cooperativeness, and tractability are associated with likability, whereas aggressiveness is not. In the subjects who participated in this study, some were noteworthy for qualities such as compliance, dominance, aggressiveness, and creativity. There is some reason to speculate that these qualities may account for why some individual children did not conform to group trends in their peers' ratings. What is of the most interest is whether or not such personal qualities interact in systematic ways with communicative competence and, if so, how. The data collected here cannot adequately address this question, and it remains for future studies to do so. The unresolved key question is if such an interaction holds, how it might play out for children's peer relationships.
Collectively, these findings support the idea that verbal abilities contribute to peer acceptance. Children with language limitations are indeed at risk for the negative consequences of unpopularity. For example, children who are not accepted by their peers often do not develop sufficient amounts of self-esteem. Children's perception of their low social status may also contribute to future adjustments in patterns of conversational interaction. Children who recognize that some children don't particularly like them may be more reticent to approach new peers than those children who make friends easily. This reluctance could have serious drawbacks during times of change such as the transition into kindergarten. And finally, a child's peers are not the only group of people to be swayed by evidence of the child's language limitations. Adults, including teachers, may perceive that children with language difficulties are less socially mature and less intellectually competent (Rice, Hadley, & Alexander, 1993) . If adults inappropriately interpret the source of children's language limitations, they may not encourage these children to achieve academically. This inevitably limits their options for employment and influences the social circles they will participate in later in life.
Therefore, it is understandable why the preschool years are a very important time to begin facilitating social friendships among children. If children are not liked by their peers, it will be difficult for them to establish and maintain friendships. One factor contributing to limited peer acceptance is limited language competency. To the extent that this factor is operative, it is likely that children with language limitations will not have a circle of friends with whom to experience socioverbal interactions. This may confound their language problem as they will not have social partners with whom to converse, to practice interactive verbal skills, or to listen to. This will make it even more difficult for their language skills to develop and thrive. Thus, it is essential that preschool teachers and language interventionists become sensitized to the potential social consequences of language limitations, and develop intervention strategies designed to facilitate children's conversational skills in the context of peer-related social tasks.
